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REMARKS 

Claims 5, 1 1, 14-16, 20 and 23-24 have been amended, and Claims 25-48 have been 
canceled. Claims i-24 arc present m the application, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of the application, as amended. 

Claims 25-48 were withdrawn from examination pursuant to a restriction requirement, 
and have been canceled. However, Applicants reserve the right to file, at a later date, a divisional 
application presenting the subject matter of Claims 25-48 for examination on the merits. 

Objections to Claims 

The Office Action objected to Claims 14 and 23-24, indicating that each is a device 
claim, but that each includes a method step in the Arm of the phrase "a CMP step is done on said 
level' 1 . It is noted that this particular phrase also appears in Claim 15, The foregoing 
amendments to Claims 14-15 and 23-24 convert this phrase from a method limitation into a 
structural limitation. These modifications do not effect any significant change to the intended 
scope of Claims 14-15 and 23-24, 

The Office Action objected to Claim 7, asserting that the phrase "n-fbld clipped corner 11 is 
vague. This assertion is respectfully traversed. As recognized in MPEP §21 73.05(a), an 
applicant "is free to be his or her own lexicographer 1 '. An applicant can even "use terms in a 
maimer contrary to or inconsistent with one or more of their ordinary meanings if the written 
description clearly redefines the terms' 1 . The present application clearly defines what is meant by 
the phrase "r>fold clipped comer 19 . For example, see the paragraph that begins at line 5 on 
page 12 of the specification. Accordingly, since Applicants 1 specification clearly defines the 
phrase "n-fbld clipped corner 1 *, it is respectfully submitted that this phrase in Claim 7 is not 
vague. 
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The Office Action objected to Claims 13 and 22, on the ground that that the phrase 
"no CMP" constitutes a negative limitation. This ground of objection is respectfully traversed 
Negative limitations are discussed in MPEP § 21 73.05(i) s which states that: The current view of 
the courts is that there is nothing inherently ambiguous or uncertain about a negative limitation. 
So long as the boundaries of the patent protection sought are set forth definitely, albeit 
negatively", then a negative limitation is not objectionable. In the present application, the Office 
Action asserts that the phrase "no CMP" is automatically objectionable, simply because it 
happens to be a negative limitation. However, this approach is prohibited by the courts and by 
MPEP §2173.05(i). In order to properly object to the phrase "no CMP", the Examiner would 
need to establish that this phrase is indefinite in the specific context of Claim 13 and in the 
specific context of Claim 22. However, the present Office Action does not attempt to do this. 
ConsequentIy t die objection to the phrase "no CMP" is improper. Applicants respectfully submit 
that there is nothing ambiguous or uncertain about the phrase "no CMP" as used in Claims 1 3 
and 22. Therefore* use of this phrase is entirely proper under MPEP §2 1 73.05(0, even though it 
does happen to be a negative limitation. 

Independent Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Lin U.S. 
Patent No. 6,165,886. This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed, for the following 
reasons. The PTO specifies in MPEP §2131 that, in order for a reference to anticipate a claim 
under §102, the reference must teach each and every element recited in the claim. Claim 1 
recites that: "Corner angles of all comers of metallic features, imbedded in dielectric layers, 
which are greater than 90 degrees' 1 . The Office Action relies on the embodiment shown in 
Figure 1 of the Lin patent In particular, the Office Action notes that Figure 1 of Lin discloses a 
metallic feature 1 embedded in a dielectric layer 2, and then asserts that each of the corners of the 
metallic feature 1 has a corner angle greater than 90°. However, this assertion is respectfully 
traversed, for the following reasons. 
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Applicants are enclosing with this Response a marked-up copy of Figure 1 of the Lin 
patent With reference to that marked-up copy, the metallic part 1 in Lin's Figure 1 is a 
rectangular pari having four identical comers. Each of the four corners has a respective comer 
angle A, B, C, or D, and these comer angles A, B» C and D are each a right angle of exactly 90°. 
In fact, the four corners A, B, C and D of the metallic part 1 are each identical to the corner 6 of 
the prior art configuration shown in Applicants' Figure 1. Applicants' specification explains at 
lines 13-14 on page 3 that the corner 6 in Applicants* Figure 1 is "a ninety-degree metallic comer, 
6*. Thus, with due regard to how angle measurements arc defined in Applicants' disclosure, and 
contrary to the assertions in the Office Action, none of the four comers of the part 1 in Figure 1 
of Lin baa an angle greater than 90°, because each such comer angle is exactly equal to 90° . 
Consequently, Figure 1 of Lin does not disclose each and every element recited in Applicant*' 
Claim I, and Figure 1 of Lin therefore does not anticipate Claim 1 under $102. Accordingly, 
Claim 1 is believed to be allowable, and notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Independent Claim 7 

Independent Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Lin U.S. 
Patent No. 6,1 65,886. This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed, for the following 
reasons. As noted above, MPEP 32132 specifies that, in order for a reference to anticipate a 
claim under § 1 02 P the reference must teach each and every element recited in the claim. Claim 7 
recites that: "Comets of all metallic features, imbedded in dielectric layers, which are formed in 
n-fold clipped comer configurations, with n being greater than 0*. The Office Action relies on 
(he embodiment shown in Figure 1 of the Lin patent, and states that "the examiner treats die 
phrase n fold clipped configuration to mean die edges of the metallic features are capable of 
being folded multiple times". However, as discussed earlier, MPEP §2173.05(a) specifies that an 
applicant "is free to be his or her own lexicographer*, and that an applicant can even "use terms 
in a manner contrary to or inconsistent with one or more of their ordinary meanings if the written 
description dearly redefines the terms". The present application clearly defines what is meant by 
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the phrase w n-fold clipped corner*, for example in the paragraph that begins at line S on page 12 
of the specification. The Examiner's proposed interpretation of H n-fold clipped corner" is 
inconsistent with how this phrase is defined in Applicants 1 disclosure. If this phrase is interpreted 
in a manner consistent with Applicant's disclose, then Figure 1 of Lin dearly does not meet the 
limitations of Claim 7, In particular, lines 14-15 on page 12 of Applicant* 1 disclosure discuss a 
rigjrt angle comer, such as the comers shown in Figure 1 of Lin, and the comer shown in the 
prior art configuration of Applicants' Figure 1. Lines 14-1 5 on page 12 indicate that such a right- 
angle corner is a 0-fold angle. In contrast, Claim 7 of the present application expressly recites an 
"n-fbld clipped comer . , . with n being greater than 0", Consequently, Figure 1 of Lin very 
clearly fails to disclose each and every element recited in Applicants 1 Claim 7, and thus does not 
anticipate Claim 7 under §102. Accordingly, Claim 7 is believed to be allowable, and notice to 
(hat effect is respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 16 

Independent Claim 16 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Lin U.S. 
Patent No. 6,165,886. This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed, for the following 
reasons. As noted above, MPEP §2131 specifies that, in order for a reference to anticipate a 
claim under §102, the reference must teach each and every element recited in the claim. The 
Office Action relies on the embodiment shown in Figure 1 of the Lin patent Claim 16 has been 
amended to more clearly recite fee structure that distinguishes Claim 16 from Lin. In particular, 
amended Claim 1 6 recites that "shapes of all metallic features imbedded in dielectric layers, that 
could be formed as squares, are instead configured as m-sided regular polygons, where in is 
greater than 4". In Figure 1 of Un, the metallic part lis a rectangle, or in other words an m-sided 
polygon for which m = 4. In contrast, Claim ! 6 of the present application expressly recites *m- 
sided regular polygons, where m is greater than 4" . Consequently, Figure 1 of lin finis to 
disclose each and every dement recited in Applicants 1 Claim 1 6, and thus does not anticipate 
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Claim 16 under §102. Claim 16 is therefore believed to be allowable, and notice to that effect is 
respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claima 

Claims 2-6, Claims 8-1 5 and Chums 17-24 respectively depend from Claim I, Claim 7, 
and Claim 16, and are also believed to be distinct from the art of record, for example for the 
same reasons discussed above with respect to Claims 1, 7 and 16, respectively. 

Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims are folly 
allowable, and favorable reconsideration of this application is therefore respectfully requested. If 
the Examiner believes that examination of the present application may be advanced in any way 
by a telephone conference, the Examiner is invited to telephone die undersigned attorney at 
972-739-8647. 
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Although Applicants believe that no fee is due in association with the filing of this 
Response, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fee required by this 
paper, or to credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 09-1394 of Haynes and Boone LLP 



Date: April 22, 2005 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 
901 Main Street, Suite 3 1 00 
Dallas, Texas 75202-3789 
Telephone: (972) 739-6900 
Facsimile: (214)200-0853 
File: 24061.371 

Enclosures: Marked up copy of Figure 1 of Un U.S. Patent No. 6,165,886 



Respectfully submitted, 




T. Murray Sfjrfth 
RegistratifjrfNo. 30,222 
(972) 739-8647 



R.98757.1 
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